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LUpon reconsideration and the discovery of a new reference, prosecution has 
been re-opened. 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Applicant has disclosed that the cavity is 
"papilionaceous" in cross-section, yet it is unclear exactly what this entails. The term is 
generally used to describe petals on a flower or a structure that looks like a flower. It is 
not clear from the instant specification exactly what this cavity structure would look like. 
Does applicant mean that the concavities produce microlenses- like that shown as 31 
in instant Fig. 3 — that constitute petal like structures? Clarification is required — no new 
matter may be introduced into the specification. 

3. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1, line 13, "injecting" is misspelled. Also, applicant has used the term 
"papilionaceous" in claims 1 and 10 as describing the cavity cross-section and it is not 
clear exactly what this means. Is the cavity shaped like a flower or petals of a flower or 
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are the lenses formed on the lightguide plate the petals? Clarification is required as to 
how the cavity is of a "papilionaceous shape in cross-section". 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Matsuda et al (see Fig. 1). 

Matsuda et al discloses the instant mold with first (1) and second plates (2) having side 
walls as set forth in the instant claims. See Figure 1 therein. While the applied 
reference does not explicitly teach that the mold is used "for producing a light guide 
plate", it is submitted that such constitutes an intended use of which the prior art is 
inherently capable of performing. Clearly, the product produced looks like a 
conventional, double wedge light guide plate. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Matsuda 

et al, which discloses the basic claimed mold lacking essentially that the cavity would be 

"papilionaceous" in cross-sectional shape. It is submitted that the instant shape 
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constitutes a mere matter of final article desired and would have been obvious in 
Matsuda et al to make a "papilionaceous" shaped article. 

6. Claims 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsuda et al in view of Nishigaki (see col. 7, lines 13-31 and col. 6, lines 50-64). 
Matsuda et al discloses the basic claimed mold as set forth in paragraph 4, supra, the 
primary reference essentially lacking the aspects of the mold materials and engraved 
patterns. Nishigaki teaches these aspects in molding a light guide plate — see col. 7, 
lines 13-31 for the materials and col. 6, lines 50-64 for the pattern. It is submitted that 
these aspects are quite conventional in the light guide plate making art and would have 
been obvious modifications to the mold of the primary reference to in fact form a desired 
light guide plate. Method claim 20 is submitted to have been obvious from the 
combination. Clearly, wedge shaped light guide plates are known, and the mold of 
Matsuda et al surely would have utility in forming a double wedge light guide plate, 
these being well known in the art. 

7. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsuda et al in view of Nishigaki (see also the abstract; col. 5, line 7; col. 1 1 , line 12) 
and Choi (see col. 7, lines 38-41). 

Matsuda et al and Nishigaki are applied primarily for reasons of record as set forth in 
the paragraphs, supra, the reference to Nishigaki also teaching the instant viscosity of 
the resin, the resin and resin molding temperatures. Essentially, Matsuda et al and 
Nishigaki fail to disclose the instant injection rate. Choi has been additionally applied to 
teach the instant injection rate into the mold, given that the thickness of the plate is .03- 
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.2 cm thick, le, an injection rate of 10,000 cm sq/sec, when multiplied by the thickness 
of the molded plate, gives a volumetric flow rate within the instant range. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified 
the method of Matsuda et al as taught by Nishigaki and Choi to facilitate the formation 
of the light guide plate from a desired resin. It is further submitted that the instant 
viscosities and flow rates would have been readily determined through routine 
experimentation and hence would have been obvious parameters within the teachings 
of the references. 

8.Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant indicated that Nishigaki was lacking as a primary reference to disclose the 
instant invention. Upon discussing the case, such was agreed with and hence 
prosecution has been reopened. Needless to say, Matsuda et al constitutes a far better 
reference against the claims. The newly found reference anticipates instant claims 10- 
12 and renders the remainder of the claims obvious as generally set forth supra. Also, 
note column 1 , lines 31-34, wherein Matsuda et al teaches that the prior art injection 
molding of articles with a non-uniform thickness resulted in articles molded with residual 
"stress-strain". Hence, it would appear that the reference is disclosing a mold and 
method that eliminates such an occurrence. Not surprisingly, applicant has also 
indicated that the instant arrangement eliminates strain in the molded product. Hence, 
the advantages over the prior art noted by applicant would appear to be taught in 
Matsuda et al. 
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9.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
121 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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